SENATE RECORD VOTE ANALYSIS
104th Congress September 11, 1996, 6:14 pm
2nd Session Vote No. 285 Page S-10286 Temp. Record

TREASURY APPROPRIATIONS/Interagency Contracting

SUBJECT: Treasury, Postal Service, and General Government Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1997 . . . H.R. 3756.
Thomas modified amendment No. 5224.

ACTION: AMENDMENT AGREED TO, 59-39

SYNOPSIS: As reported, H.R. 3756, the Treasury, Postal Service, and General Government Appropriations Bill for fis

year 1997, will provide $23.5 billion in new budget authority (BA) for the Department of the Treasury, Post:
Service, Executive Office of the President, and various independent agencies. This amount is $324 million more than the ar
provided in FY 1996, $175 million more than the amount provided in the House-passed bill, and $1.36 billion less than reque
by President Clinton.

The Thomas modified amendmentvould not allow one Federal agency to contract for commercially available goods an
services from another Federal agency unless a comparison were made between the costs of those goods and services a
commercial costs, and unless cost and performance benchmarks were set. The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) woul
regulations within 120 days to implement this amendment. The amendment would apply to any policy, regulation, or cingular, or
other r rule or authority in any other form, except that purchases for contingency operations associated with a natior@ emert
would be exempt.

Those favoringthe amendment contended:

For more than 40 years the Federal Government's policy on agency operations has been that Federal agencies should rely
private sector to supply commercially available goods and services in those areas in which the private sector can legitim
function. This policy has been routinely ignored--for example, the Defense Science Board calculates that out of 8507890 full-
positions needed to provide commercial services for the military, 640,000 are held by Federal employees rather tharigorivate
personnel. When agencies have hired outside contractors for such positions instead of increasing the number of Fedesal emp
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they have often gone to other Federal agencies instead of to the private sector. Those contracts are called Interservice Suppor
Agreements (ISSAs). Under one recent ISSA, the U.S. Geological Service was hired by the Bureau of Reclamation to participate
in the High Plains Groundwater Recharge Program. The project took twice as long and cost three times as much as the commercial
industry standard. In another example, the Navy recently completed a state-of-the-art environmental lab to provide rolatiise haza
waste characterization in Jacksonville, Florida, and it intends to offer its services to other Federal agencies. Hos@wacethis

is already available from the private sector. It is neither a wise nor just use of taxpayer dollars for the Federal Gavérrldent

facilities to compete with private sector facilities.

The Clinton Administration recently has adopted a policy that will give agencies until October 1, 1997, to enter into ISSAs
without meeting any cost-comparison requirements. It is this policy that the Thomas amendment would address, in a very limited
way. The amendment would not touch the problem of agencies hiring more Federal employees for jobs that could be done more
effectively and at less cost by the private sector, nor would it stop agencies from hiring other agencies to do jobscinaitiagain
be done more effectively and at less cost by the private sector. All the amendment would do is require agencies to make cost
comparisons, and get performance benchmarks, when hiring other agencies. The Clinton Administration's new policy ofigot requiri
agencies to give any consideration to costs when hiring other agencies is supposedly going to save money. We thinlsthat claim i
nonsense. We trust a majority of our colleagues agree and will join us in passing this amendment.

Those opposinghe amendment contended:

We are not totally opposed to this amendment. Its purposes, to promote efficiency and effectiveness in Government operations,
and to keep the Government from competing with the private sector, are praiseworthy. However, we are concerned thaethe languag
may be redundant with current law, and that it may be too broad. On the first concern, the Economy Act already requires that an
agency head determine that goods or services cannot be provided as conveniently or cheaply by a commercial enterpirige before go
to another agency for those goods or services. On the second concern, the language appears to apply to virtually amciype of ag
activity with another agency no matter how small that activity may be, except in national emergencies. Our fear is ttat the mos
routine and insignificant transactions would get weighed down by paperwork requirements from this amendment. Furtheglthe natio
emergency exemption is pretty narrow--under the terms of this amendment, for instance, the Central Intelligence Ageacy for secr
reasons might prefer to contract with the National Security Agency for services, but still it would have to perform casbesmpar
with the private sector. Perhaps, on further review, we might find this amendment acceptable. However, we have not had adequate
time for that review. No hearings have yet been held on this issue. We should hold such hearings in order to be ableato come to
informed decision. For now, we should reject the Thomas amendment.



